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NOTICE

"Unless otherwise requested, comments, including names and street addresses of
commentors, will be available for public review.  Individual respondents may request
confidentiality.  If you wish to withhold your name or street address from public review
or from disclosure under the Freedom of Information Act, you must state this prominently
at the beginning of your written comment.  Such requests will be honored to the extent
allowed by law.  All submissions from organizations or businesses, and from individuals
identifying themselves as representatives or officials of organizations or businesses, will
be made available for public inspection in their entirety."
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Chapter 1
Purpose and Need for Action and Alternatives

A. Introduction and Need for the Proposal

1. Introduction

The purpose of this environmental assessment (EA) is to assist in the decision-making process by
assessing the environmental and human effects resulting from implementing the proposed project
and/or alternatives.  The EA will also helps in determining if an environmental impact statement
(EIS) needs to be prepared or if a finding of no significant impact (FONSI) is appropriate.

This Proposal is consistent with the objectives of: (1) the Final EIS and Record of Decision
(ROD) dated June 1995 for the Medford District Resource Management Plan dated October 1994
(p.6 & 63); and (2) the Final Supplemental EIS on Management of Habitat for Late-Successional
and Old-Growth Forest Related Species Within the Range of the Northern Spotted Owl dated
February 1994; and (3) the Record of Decision for Amendments to Forest Service and Bureau of
Land Management Planning Documents Within the Range of the Northern Spotted Owl and its
Attachment A entitled the Standards and Guidelines for Management of Habitat for Late-
Successional and Old-Growth Forest Related Species Within the Range of the Northern Spotted
Owl dated April 13, 1994; and. (4) the Rogue National Wild and Scenic River revised
development and management plan, dated July 7, 1972; and (5) the Rogue National Wild and
Scenic River Activity Plan for the Hellgate Recreation Section dated November 9, 1978. and (6)
Management Guidelines and Standards for National Wild and Scenic Rivers. (USDI, 1989).  The
EA is tiered to the above mentioned EISs.
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2. Need for the Proposal

This proposal will increase the effectiveness of the management of the Wild and Scenic Rogue
River by upgrading, replacing and adding facilities to the Rand Administrative Complex.

The current visitor center has extremely limited space and is devoted solely to the administration
of the Wild Section permit system.  The new facility will serve all administrative functions of 
the entire river Wild and Recreational sections. Currently the staff of the River Program is split
between the existing Visitor center, a former residence being used for offices and offices located
in Medford.  The new facility will put all of the staff under one roof.  The new facility will also
provide the staff with the up to date communication and computer  infrastructure needed to
efficiently serve the public’s information needs.

 The new facility will provide ample space for interpretive exhibits, interactive information
displays and other river related information.  The new Visitors Center will provide the Wild
Section permit staff with the resources needed to give information to the users concerning
regulations and requirements.  It will also provide an area suitable for equipment inspections and
adequate parking of vehicles and raft trailers.    

The completion of the River Management Plan/Environmental Impact Statement for the
Recreation Section of the Rogue, will place additional responsibilities on the BLM for the
management of this section of the Rogue. The new Visitor Center will serve as the central point
for this administration for the entire river.

A new short stay campground will provide a convenient camping location for persons waiting for
permit openings as well as those preparing for and returning from Wild Section trips.

An enclosed equipment storage/shop will provide protection from the weather for expensive
equipment.

B. Scoping Issues Relevant to the Proposal

1.  Traffic

The only issue identified during the public scoping process was a concern that this
proposal might have the potential to increase traffic on the Merlin-Galice road.
.
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C. Proposed Action and/or Alternatives

1. Proposed Action

The Bureau of Land Management, Medford District is proposing the construction of a four
thousand square foot visitor center-administrative building and other facilities. (Appendix C)

This new structure will replace and expand the role of the existing visitor center located at the
Rand compound, 14335 Merlin-Galice Road.  The new structure is proposed to be located near
the Rand boat ramp and will contain the following components: Wild Section permit office, river
information desk, interpretative display areas, staff offices, public rest rooms, 30 seat video
theater, conference room.  Other facilities would  include: Secured overnight parking area for the
public, a 10 unit limited stay campground for river users, campground host facilities and an
equipment storage building.  The water, septic and road systems will be improved to service the
new facilities. 

The existing Rand compound, originally a Forest Service Ranger Station, will remain intact.  It
has been nominated to the Department of the Interior’s register of historic places and will be
maintained accordingly.  It will continue to serve as a base for operational maintenance on the
Recreational and Wild sections of the river.

2. Alternatives to the Proposed Action

The planning process focused on the location and design of the campground and Visitor Center. 
There was one significant design alternative for the campground and one for the visitor center-
shop.

Campground alternative (Appendix A)

Appendix A shows alternative design for the campground.  This alternative consist of a 10 unit
campground with one road instead of two.

Visitor center Shop alternative (Appendix B)

Appendix B shows alternative location for the Visitor Center and Shop building.  Except for the
location of the structures and the design of the Visitor center and campground all other features
of the preferred alternative would apply to the design alternatives.  This would include the boat
storage lot, water system improvements, and road improvements shown in appendix C.
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3. No Action Alternative

The no action alternative would be to not build the complex and continue to use the existing
Rand complex.

Chapter 2
Environmental Consequences

A. Introduction

Only substantive site-specific environmental changes that would result from implementing the
proposed action or alternatives are discussed in this chapter.  If an ecological component is not
discussed, it should be assumed that the resource specialists have considered affects to that
component and found the proposed action or alternatives would have minimal or no affects.  

Similarly, unless addressed specifically, the following were found not to be affected by the
proposed action or alternatives: air quality; areas of critical environmental concern (ACEC);
cultural or historical resources; Native American religious sites; prime or unique farmlands;
floodplains; endangered, threatened or sensitive plant, animal or fish species; water quality;
wetlands/riparian zones; wild and scenic rivers; and wilderness areas. 

B.  Site Specific and Cumulative Beneficial or Adverse effects of the Proposed Action and
design alternatives.

     1.  Effects common to all of the build alternatives

The following apply to the proposed action and the two design alternatives.

a.  Fisheries/Riparian

The proposed action does not hinder the attainment of the Aquatic Conservation Strategy
Objectives of the Northwest Forest Plan.  North Star Gulch is a ditched Class 4 seasonal stream
which percolates into the sand before reaching the river.  As a Class 1 river (anadromous fish
use), the Rogue has a riparian reserve width equal to two site potential trees heights, which is
approximately 300 feet.  This width is greater than that of the 100-year flood plain.  As a Class 4
stream (no fish use), North Star Gulch ditch has a riparian reserve width of one site potential tree
height , which is approximately 150 feet.  This width is greater than that of the 100-year flood
plain as well.  No new development is proposed within either of the riparian reserves, therefore
there are no fisheries issues associated with this proposed action.



1999SmullinEA2. 

5

b.  Wildlife

 In general, the proposed action will result in two types of impacts: direct and indirect.  Direct
impacts include forested acres converted to non-forested habitat as a result of the proposed
expansion.  The proposed action will directly impact less than one acre of forested habitat.  The
majority of the construction will occur on sites already disturbed through previous developments. 
 Indirect impacts include the disturbance created during construction.  The proposed action will 
result in indirect impacts to areas immediately adjacent to the project site.

Threatened and Endangered Species

The proposed action is not anticipated to impact bald eagle habitat.  Although expansion of the
visitor center may eliminate several trees potentially suitable for perching, the value of these trees
as perches is already greatly reduced by their proximity to the existing facilities.  Because the
project area is on the west side of the river and foraging is primarily associated down river and on
the east side, impacts to foraging habitat would be minimal.  The determination is that the
proposed action is not likely to adversely affect the bald eagle.  

No marbled murrelets or suitable marbled murrelet habitat occurs within the project area.  The
proposed action is not likely to adversely affect the marbled murrelet.

Although peregrine falcons are a wide ranging species, the current levels of human use at the 
existing Rand administrative site already reduces the  probability that the proposed project area
would be heavily used as foraging habitat.  The disturbance created during construction might
disrupt use patterns of any peregrine falcons foraging in the immediate vicinity of the project
area.  This displacement would be temporary and represent only the area immediately adjacent to
the construction.  As a result, for the duration of the construction, foraging birds might avoid the
immediate vicinity of the project and forage in other areas where there is less disturbance. 
Suitable foraging habitat is not considered a limiting factor for the Slim’s Grave peregrine falcon. 
Therefore, the proposed action is not likely to adversely affect the peregrine falcon.

No known existing spotted owls would be impacted by the disturbance associated with
construction or the conversion of less than one acre of forested woodlands.  The proposed action
is not likely to adversely affect the spotted owl. 
  
Survey and Manage Species 

For the fringed myotis, long-eared myotis, long-legged myotis, pallid bat, and silver haired bat,
the proposed project may result in the loss of less than one acre of potential foraging and roosting
habitat.  None of the roosting sites potentially affected by the project would represent large
colonial roosts.  As a result, potential loss of suitable roosts are more likely to affect individuals 
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rather than large groups.  This minimizes potential impacts.  Any individuals utilizing the project
area may be displaced during the construction.       

For the Del Norte salamander and red tree vole, no suitable habitat was detected in the project
area.  Based on this, no impacts are anticipated.  

For the survey and manage molluscs potentially occurring in the project area, the proposed action
will remove less than one acre of potentially suitable habitat. 

c.  Cultural Resources.

There were no American Indian artifacts or features found during the survey, and whatever may
have been there may be gone. However, most of the terraces along the river were occupied, and
often have deep cultural deposits. So there is a possibility that Rand may also have buried
materials.  Consequently archaeological monitoring will take place during the construction phase.

d.  Botany

Visitor Center/shop - The area proposed for the visitor center is located on a forested terrace just
above the riparian zone of the Rogue River.  Part of the area is currently a parking lot and part of
the area is on a slope between the parking lot and the loop road down to the boat launch.  The
visitor center and its parking lot will extend  into the surrounding forest, but most of it will be on
disturbed ground.  The entire area is a mixture of native and non-native shrub and herbaceous
species with an overstory of ponderosa pine and Douglas-fir.  The dominant shrubs are hazel and
various blackberry species (including the non-native, Himalayan blackberry).

One population of the Bureau Watch species, Smilax californica, was found in the swale south of
the current parking area.  This species is a unique lily that is a creeping vine occasionally found
along the Rogue and Illinois rivers.  It is more common in California.

Campground - The area proposed for the campground is in an oak woodland with primarily non-
native species in the herbaceous layer (including domestic Iris and garden shrubs).  Some mid-
seral ponderosa pines and incense cedar are growing on the edges of the woodland.  White oak
(Quercus garryana)  provides substrate for a higher diversity of non-vascular species (lichens
and bryophytes), than the surrounding conifer species.  

No Special Status species were found, but the Survey and Manage Component 4 lichen,
Pseudocyphellaria anthraspis, was found on the white oaks.  Although management of this
species is not required, the number of fruiting bodies found on one specimen was unique. 
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Waterline - The water line route begins in a grassy opening with primarily non-native species.  It
then proceeds mostly along an old road with a mixture of native and non-native vegetation
growing.
  
Two populations of the Bureau Sensitive vascular species, Sophora leachiana, were found at the
water tank at the end of the water line flagging.  The species is quite a rare endemic that can only
be found in a narrow range.  The area around Rand and Mt. Peavine is its main population center. 
The species will spread into disturbed areas as long as its original population is not heavily
disturbed.

Non-native species - In all three locations, the predominance of non-native species in the shrub
and herbaceous layer must be taken into account when ground disturbing actions begin.  Several
species including cheatgrass (Bromus tectorum), Himalayan blackberry (Rubus discolor), dogtail
grass (Cynosurus echinatus) and bull thistle (Circium vulgare) were found and will aggressively
spread to out compete native vegetation when the ground is disturbed. 

The proposed action and its alternative building locations should not effect botanical resources as
long as the following mitigating measures are instituted.

Proposed Mitigating Measure #1 - The Smilax californica population, even though just a Bureau
Watch species, should be protected from the falling of two trees in its vicinity by a small buffer. 
This buffer would allow for the falling of these trees away from the population.

Proposed Mitigating Measure #2 - The area of the two Sophora leachiana populations adjacent
to the water tank should not be disturbed.  A small protection buffer outlining the population
boundaries should prevent this.

Proposed Mitigating Measure #3 - The white oak with the Pseudocyphallaria anthraspis fruiting
body population should remain standing, if possible.  It could be flagged accordingly.

Mitigating Measure #4 - The use of sterile wheatgrass and native grass seed (such as Elymus
glaucus) should be used for the erosion control seed mixture.  Straw bales should also be of
native grass origin.  The seed mixture and bales should be available at the USFS Stone Nursery. 
This action will help to prevent the spread of non-natives into highly disturbed construction
areas.

e. Soils

The design of the preferred alternative has maximized use of existing paved surface which has a
100 percent storm runoff surface.  All 100 percent runoff surfaces except campground roads and
pull outs will be drained into a dry well or a rocked energy dissipater located in a swale.   A
complete erosion control plan is part of the project process.  There would be an added septic
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system including a drain field.  This system would utilize the soil as a treatment medium for
primary treated septic effluent. The septic system would be subject to approval  by DEQ.

f.  Increased traffic

It is not anticipated that this project will increase traffic on the Merlin-Galice road above existing
levels.  The new facilities are directed at serving the current users better.  However the traffic
will be monitored if traffic increases. Additional signing or other transportation modifications
will be discussed with the county highway department and adopted as necessary to meet county
road safety standards.  

g.  Social/Recreational/Visitor Services

 The beneficial affects of the proposed action include a greater availability of River Program staff
to the local communities and public  that they serve.  The building will increase the effectiveness
of the permit office and enable them to educate users on the basics of river safety, leave no trace
camping, fire regulations, and human waste disposal requirements.

The Visitor Center will provide a venue for the interpretation of the natural and social history of
the area.

        2. Effects of the No Action Alternative

The adverse effects would be the loss of the beneficial impacts of the proposed action.

We would be unable to realize the objectives as outlined in the proposed action which include:

a.  Consolidation of River Program staff.

b.  Interpretation of the cultural and natural environment

c.  River user education and equipment inspection

d.  Equipment storage

e.  Short stay camping facility
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Chapter 3
Agencies and Persons Consulted

A. Coordination with other agencies/entities. 

State of Oregon Land Conservation and Development Commission

Josephine County Planning Department

B. Public Involvement

Scoping letter. February 4, 1999

Legal notice Grants Pass Courier February 5, 1999
  

Legal notice Medford Mail Tribune.  February 5, 1999

News release February 8, 1999

Internet Site 
http://www.or.blm.gov/Rogueriver/newsrelease3.htm February 8, 1999

Public Meetings

Galice Community meeting       March 24, 1999

Josephine County commisioners June 8, 1999
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SUMMARY OF COMMENTS 1999 PROPOSAL 
RECEIVED DURING PUBLIC REVIEW PERIOD

comment/concern       number 

Traffic 2

B. Availability of Document and Comment Procedures

Copies of the completed EA document will be available in the BLM Medford District Office. 

A public scoping and period was held from February 4, 1999 to open , 2 comments were
received.
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